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Introduction 
A recent federal study shows that volunteerism is on the rise in America and that 
today’s young people volunteer at a higher rate than their elders.  Government 
researchers also claim that retiring baby boomers entering the volunteer field will soon 
double the number of older American volunteers.  At the same time, however, the United 
States’ government asserts that the need for volunteers will be “heightened by the current 
economic downturn” (Volunteering in America press release, 2008).    
It is a commonly held belief that many charitable and non-profit organizations 
depend upon their volunteers for survival, particularly smaller institutions that have fewer 
paid and professionally-trained staff members.  Cultural institutions like libraries, 
museums, and archives present a number of volunteer opportunities, but many of them 
must also compete with other local organizations for their volunteers.  Many of the 
volunteer opportunities in these cultural institutions also require specialized skills or 
knowledge.  Institutions may need to invest substantial time and energy in proper training 
and supervision for volunteers to be of use.  Furthermore, due to the nature of their 
collections, these types of cultural institutions must consider how issues of security and 
health and safety impact volunteers and their work.  Thus, cultural institutions may have 
particular problems balancing the costs and benefits of volunteers or volunteer programs, 
as well as matching individual volunteers’ aptitudes and interests with the needs of the 
organization.   
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Researchers have studied various aspects of volunteerism in cultural settings from 
the institutional, managerial, and volunteer perspectives.  The demographics and 
motivations of cultural volunteers have been of particular interest to recent researchers.  
However, less literature has been written about archives in general, and archival 
volunteers are certainly less visible in research literature than their unpaid counterparts in 
either museums or libraries.       
While there have been a few recent studies about archival volunteerism in nations 
like the United Kingdom, the topic has not been as common in the United States.  
Further, very few of the studies of volunteerism in American archives or related cultural 
institutions have been based upon empirical research.  Many articles are based on long-
term observations of staff members or present the advice of managers or other archival 
professionals.  Others are narrative reports about specific volunteer projects that are 
meant to serve as practical guides for institutions interested in starting similar endeavors.  
One of the few empirical studies of American archival volunteers was completed more 
than ten years ago and involved surveys of the twelve Wisconsin Area Research Centers 
(WARCs) (Frevert, 1997).  The results of this study are difficult to generalize outside of 
the WARC system, however, and at more than ten years old, it no longer represents the 
state of American archival work.  The literature on library, museum, and heritage 
volunteerism certainly informs this study, as do more general studies of volunteerism.  
However, these studies, like the study of the WARC system, are not able to accurately 
illustrate the current, overall state of American archival volunteerism.     
Although it has not been thoroughly studied, archival volunteerism is an 
important topic for a number of reasons.  Perhaps most importantly, volunteers are 
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considered to be a major source of labor for many archival institutions.  Volunteerism is 
also a significant component of many institutions’ public relations efforts and, through 
field experience and student internship programs, an important training and recruiting 
tool for future archival professionals.  In addition, the archival profession is in the midst 
of significant changes, many of which are technology-related.  Digitizing materials, 
creating and maintaining a web presence, and producing finding aids using Encoded 
Archival Description (EAD) have become major activities in archives.  It is clear that 
professional archivists are involved with these changes on a variety of levels, but it is by 
no means evident how volunteers and their labor fit into the new work of archival 
repositories.        
This empirical study was an attempt to remedy the lack of current and 
generalizable research into archival volunteerism.  Its specific purpose was to determine 
the current state of American archival volunteerism and the role of volunteers in archival 
settings, particularly small and medium-sized archival settings.  The research questions 
guiding it were:  
1. How and to what extent are volunteers used in small and medium- 
sized American archival settings/institutions?   
 
2. How are these volunteers recruited and managed? 
 
3. How dependent are these small archival organizations upon  
volunteer labor? 
 
This study presents a snapshot of volunteerism in American archives.  It shows 
who volunteers in smaller archival settings, the kind of work they do, and their work 
habits.  In addition, it provides insight into the management, training, and recruitment of 
volunteers, and demonstrates both the benefits of using volunteers and the costs and 
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limitations of doing so.  Analysis of the results also reveals the limited applicability of 
general volunteer research to archival volunteers, opportunities for improvements to the 
study, and suggestions for future research into archival volunteerism.   
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Literature Review 
Volunteerism in 21st-century America 
In his 2002 State of the Union Address, President Bush encouraged all Americans 
to volunteer in their communities and announced the creation of the USA Freedom 
Corps, a government organization that promotes and supports volunteer service 
(Volunteer Management 2004, p. 5).  Shortly thereafter, several large, federally-funded 
studies of American volunteerism began.  One of these, Volunteer Management Capacity 
in America’s Charities and Congregations (2004) surveyed the volunteer administrators 
or executive managers of 1,753 charities and 541 religious congregations to gain insight 
into their use and management of volunteers.  The project issued findings in two main 
categories: use of volunteers and challenges to volunteer mobilization.  In the first 
category, the researchers concluded that most charities use volunteers, volunteers offer a 
variety of benefits that are increased when organizations invest in their management, and 
these organizations could use many more volunteers than they have.  In the category of 
challenges to volunteer mobilization the researchers concluded that time spent on 
volunteer management is low and recruiting workday volunteers is particularly difficult.  
They also determined that intermediaries may be the most effective way to recruit 
volunteers and further training for full-time, paid staff could help reduce the challenges 
presented by volunteers.   
A second nation-wide project, Volunteering in America (2008), is a research study 
conducted by the Corporation for National and Community Service, a government 
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organization devoted to volunteerism.  Like Volunteer Management Capacity, it was 
started in 2002, but it is an ongoing project and has issued reports each year.  Its 
researchers analyze census data and information gathered by the yearly volunteerism 
supplement of the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Current Population Survey (CPS). To date, 
the project has yielded a significant amount of information about the characteristics of 
volunteers and the prevalence of volunteering across the nation.  The most recent report 
includes conclusions that between 2005 and 2007 an average of 27.2% of Americans 
volunteered at least once per year and that 60.8 million volunteers donated a total of 8.1 
billion hours to community organizations in 2007 (Volunteering in America, 2008).  In 
addition to these and other national statistics, the researchers have compiled data about 
volunteering based on locality—on both the regional and state levels—and in some cases 
data is also provided on the city level.   
Designed to complement one another, the Volunteering in America and Volunteer 
Management Capacity federal studies provide information about American volunteerism 
from the perspectives of both the volunteers and the organizations that employ them.  
When considered together, they imply that although volunteerism is on the rise, the 
overall need for volunteers remains unmet and organizations continue to experience 
significant challenges associated with their unpaid employees.  While indicative of the 
general state of American volunteerism, these studies have a very broad scope and 
therefore provide little insight into any specific types of organizations and their 
volunteers.   
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Volunteers and Their Motivations 
A wide variety of smaller studies have concentrated on gaining a better 
understanding of volunteers, and these provide more focused perspectives than the 
federal studies.  Researchers in a variety of fields—including sociology, social 
psychology, behavioral studies and the interdisciplinary field of volunteer studies—have 
been particularly interested in understanding who volunteers and why they do so.  This is 
because many of the questions addressed by researchers of volunteerism can be tied 
directly or indirectly to volunteer motivation.  Recruitment and retention are perhaps the 
aspects of volunteerism most obviously connected to motivation, but the frequency and 
regularity of work, the types of tasks assigned, and the quality or value of work 
completed are also related.   
Among the researchers interested in understanding volunteers are those that have 
studied volunteers’ motivations on a general level.  Mayer, et al. (2007), for example, 
studied the relationship between volunteer motivation and organizational-based self-
esteem (a measure of how much people see themselves as worthwhile and important 
members of their organization).  Lipford and Yandle (2009) studied a phenomenon that 
they called “purposeful voluntarism.”  They determined that voluntary activity increases 
when there is group homogeneity (particularly of race, language, and income) and that 
individuals’ propensity to volunteer also depends on their resources and the opportunity 
costs of volunteering.  Lipford and Yandle further conclude that people with higher levels 
of education and church members are more likely to volunteer and identify several 
factors that do not impact volunteerism, including the percentage of a population residing 
in metropolitan areas, per capita income, wage rate, and tax rate.   
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In addition to studying volunteers’ motivations, researchers have also explored 
how different types of motivation impact their service.  Finkelstein (2009) notes 
differences between volunteer behavior that is motivated by inherent interest or 
enjoyment and that which is motivated by some kind of external value.  She found that 
motivational orientation (intrinsic vs. extrinsic) can impact the type or “nature” of a 
volunteer’s commitment, but that it does not necessarily influence whether or to what 
extent people will volunteer.  Finkelstein also notes that the volunteer is only one part of 
the volunteerism equation.  As she writes, “A complete understanding of the volunteer 
experience also must consider characteristics of the organization and the interaction of 
the individual with the organization.” (654) 
Other studies have concentrated on a specific type or group of volunteers.  For 
example, one of the largest groups of American volunteers is older adults, and there is a 
significant body of literature devoted to their volunteering habits and motivations.1  The 
Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS)—the organization that runs 
the Senior Corps, AmeriCorps, and Learn and Serve America Programs—has sponsored 
research into the volunteerism of teens and young people, college students, and baby 
boomers, in addition to studies about senior citizens (Educating for Active Citizenship, 
2006; Building Active Citizens, 2005; College Students Helping America, 2006;  Keeping 
Baby Boomers Volunteering, 2007; 2005-2006 Senior Corps Performance Survey 
Findings, 2008).  These studies have shown differences between volunteering interests 
and preferred activities of various age groups, as well as the impact of work and world 
events on their volunteer patterns.   
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A final group of volunteer motivation studies is related to the institutions in which 
they serve.  Jennifer Calvo (2005), for example, studied volunteers who were highly 
committed to art museums.  She determined that these individuals had altruistic reasons 
for their volunteerism such as enjoying helping other people and the museum, but that 
they also had selfish motivations for their service such as meeting new people and 
gaining more knowledge about art.  This study and others related to specific settings have 
contributed to an understanding that volunteer motivations can vary based on institution 
type.  Thus, while volunteers may be motivated by the same general factors, certain 
motivations are of more consequence in some settings than in others.  
 
Measuring Volunteer Motivation and Value 
While researchers in various disciplines have pursed an understanding of the 
motivations of volunteers, there has also been significant parallel interest in developing 
tools to properly measure their motivations and the value of the work they do.  In their 
study “Understanding and Assessing the Motivations of Volunteers: A Functional 
Approach,” Clary, et al. (1998) note that previous research in volunteer motivation had 
successfully created measurement tools for specific types of volunteers, but that no such 
measure existed for volunteers generally.  The researchers refined what they call “classic 
theories of attitudes” to arrive at a list of six functional motivations for volunteers:  
1. Values: altruistic concerns for others 
2. Understanding: knowledge, self-development, gaining new or 
practicing old skills 
3. Protective: from negative feelings, to alleviate guilt 
4. Enhancement: personal growth, self-esteem 
5. Social 
6. Career 
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They then designed and tested a tool they called the Volunteer Functions Inventory 
(VFI).  The VFI consists of thirty questions—five associated with each of their six areas 
of volunteer motivation—and is measured on a Likert scale.  Ultimately, Clary et al. 
believe both that their findings support a functional view of volunteer motivation and that 
their VFI is a reliable and valid measure of these functions.   
In a later study entitled “Assessing Volunteer Motives: A Comparison of an 
Open-Ended Probe and Likert Rating Scales,” Allison, et al. (2002) studied volunteer 
motivation using both the VFI and a simple open-ended question (participants were asked 
to list their reasons for volunteering, being as specific as possible).  Study participants 
were also asked to report the frequency with which they volunteered.  The researchers 
conclude that the most important motives for the volunteers were value, understanding, 
and esteem.  They also determined that the two measurement methods each has distinct 
advantages in studying motivation.  Most notably, the VFI method can be used to explain 
differences in volunteering frequency, but the open-ended probe produces several 
motivations not included in the VFI; religiosity, enjoyment, and team building were 
among the new motivations found by Allison, et al. 
Stukas, et al. (2009) also expanded on the VFI, using it to develop a method for 
matching a volunteer’s interests and motivations with the affordances of a volunteer 
environment.  Among the considered affordances are the activities, position, or 
organization available to volunteers.  Stukas, et al. used their tool of measurement, called 
the Total Match Index (TMI), to successfully predict volunteer satisfaction and the 
intentions of an individual to continue to volunteer at the same place in the future.  They 
also found that the TMI could predict both positive and negative feelings toward an 
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organization, meaning this measure could potentially be very useful in volunteer retention 
and recruitment planning.    
The study of volunteer motivations has led to the development of a variety of 
other models for and measures of volunteerism in addition to the VFI and TMI.  Lee, 
Piliavin, and Call (1999), for example, tested the applicability of identity role theory for 
predicting the intentions of people to donate time or money.  Although developed by 
Callero in his studies of blood donors, Lee, et al. determined that all three major societal 
or “institutional” helping behaviors—donating money, giving blood, and volunteering 
time—can be predicted by the presence of a helping role identity and the factors that 
create it: parental modeling, past behavior, expectations, and personal norms.  In other 
words, for some people, volunteering becomes an intrinsic part of who they are, rather 
than something that they do.  The authors also found that volunteerism, as the “most 
‘public’ form of donation” (Lee, et al., 1999, p.276), is particularly impacted by external 
expectations.  They suggest that more attention be paid to the intrinsic rewards in order to 
help build a volunteer identity among those who donate their time to organizations.  
Finkelstein (2008) used Callero’s role identity measures in combination with Clary’s VFI 
to study the motivations of hospice volunteers, particularly those who became long-term 
volunteers.  She determined that the relationship between motivational factors and time 
volunteered changes over time and those who become sustained volunteers also begin to 
more strongly identify with a volunteer role identity. 
Other researchers have used business methods and theories to assess the impact of 
volunteers.  For example, a study conducted by Millete and Gagné (2008) investigated 
how volunteers’ jobs impacted their engagement, with engagement defined as a 
 13
combination of motivation, satisfaction, and performance.  The researchers tested the job 
characteristics model and the related Motivating Potential Score and Job Diagnostic 
Survey, all borrowed from studies of paid work, to create a new model for studying the 
tasks of volunteers and measurements of the psychological impact of these tasks.  They 
also borrowed from organizational behavior studies to develop a volunteer performance 
measure.  This measure utilized the difference between task performance (actions that are 
essentially required) and organizational citizenship behaviors (actions made at the 
discretion of the individual that serve the organization).   
Researchers have also used economic measures to assess the value of volunteer 
work.  In her research, Eleanor Brown (1999) notes that a typical way of determining the 
monetary value of volunteerism involves multiplying the number of hours worked by the 
average hourly wage for paid labor, and that a more accurate version of this calculation 
would apply the average wage given to workers performing tasks similar to those of the 
volunteers.  However, Brown states that this simple arithmetic fails to consider a variety 
of important factors such as volunteer labor being used to fill service gaps and complete 
jobs for which an organization is not willing to pay.  In her evaluation of volunteer-time 
value, Brown also considered non-organizational factors, paying particular attention to 
aspects of volunteer motivation such as opportunity-costs (time spent volunteering vs. 
paid work) and the value of volunteering to the volunteers.  She contends that the latter 
outweighs the former, calculates that volunteers’ time can be valued at one-half to six-
sevenths of the average hourly wage, and estimates that the total value of formal 
volunteering in the U.S. in 1996 was $317 billion (Brown, 1999, 9 & 15).   
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The methods and tools of measurement described above provide insight into 
aspects of volunteerism that are inherently difficult to calculate.  For example, Millete 
and Gagné (2008, p.11) admit that their measure needs further testing, but, as they state 
in their introduction, “there is little agreement on what constitutes volunteer performance, 
and no attempts have yet been made at measuring it.”  Their system addresses this 
problem and offers one method to measure performance.  Similarly, although her study 
used volunteer services targeted to low-income individuals as an example, Brown’s 
method of valuing unpaid labor can be translated to other types of volunteer settings, 
including archives.  Her work not only illuminates the importance of considering non-
monetary value, but also provides an alternative method for estimating the value of 
volunteers.                 
 
Volunteer Management 
 Research by Liao-Troth and Dunn (1999) has demonstrated that managers seem 
to understand their volunteers’ motivations.  Among their hypotheses were that managers 
make sense of their volunteers’ motivations differently than the volunteers themselves 
and that managers attribute less importance to altruistic reasons for volunteering.  Both of 
these hypotheses were rejected, contradicting similar research done about managerial 
perceptions of the motivations of paid workers.     
While the understanding of volunteers and their motivations is high, research into 
volunteer management has also shown that this knowledge is not necessarily put into 
practice in real-world environments.  In 1996, a joint project between the American 
Cancer Society (ACS), National Health Council (NHC), and the Points of Light 
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Foundation (PLF) studied 29 executives in the health field (“‘Seat-of-the-Pants’ 
Volunteer Management Deplored”).  Their research shows a significant disparity between 
what volunteer managers know they should do and how they actually operate.  For 
example, while over 60% of the managers recognized the importance of volunteer 
training, only 19% were doing so.  In addition, 93% identified satisfactions among 
volunteers as a main concern, but nearly 50% lacked ways to assess, advance, or 
guarantee volunteer satisfaction (55).   
 A larger nation-wide study conducted by the Urban Institute (Volunteer 
Management Capacity, 2004) supported and expanded upon the ACS/NHC/PLF study.  
Among its major findings are that while significant volunteer management by paid staff 
is a best practice, the time actually spent on these types of activities is low and fewer than 
50% of non-profits have adopted formal volunteer management practices.  The study’s 
report suggests that non-profit organizations should train their staff to manage and work 
with volunteers, investigate the possibility of hiring full-time volunteer managers, and 
support other organizations who can help recruit volunteers and match them with jobs or 
organizations that will be satisfying to them. 
 
Volunteers in Libraries 
 An archive is a very special and specific type of institution, but archives have 
much in common with libraries and information institutions.  As such, the studies of 
volunteers in these other organizational types inform many aspects of this study of 
archival volunteers.  For example, an article by Georgean Johnson-Coffey (1997) 
discusses how four larger trends in volunteerism impacted libraries:  service learning, 
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family volunteering, influence of corporations, and welfare reform.  Johnson-Coffey 
explains these trends, provides examples of how various libraries took advantage of them 
to improve their programs and services, and offers suggestions for other libraries.  
Although more than ten years old and focused mainly on larger public libraries, the major 
point of the article—showing a snapshot of how the larger trends in volunteering impact 
libraries and information organizations—certainly applies to this study of current, 
archival volunteerism.  Johnson-Coffey’s article specifically prompts questions related to 
how today’s libraries, archives, and other cultural institutions are facing the challenges 
and opportunities presented by volunteerism.        
 A more recent study from library literature conducted by Nicol and Johnson 
(2008) focuses on specific aspects of library volunteerism rather than an overview of the 
phenomenon.  For the first of these aspects, the use of volunteers in libraries, the authors 
trace library volunteerism from the early 1900s onward.  They highlight important 
moments such as the library union movement of the 1970s and the change in volunteer 
demographics in last 30 years.  Nicol and Johnson’s second area of focus is the 
interaction between volunteers and the use of technology and computers by libraries.  
They touch on aspects like virtual volunteering, the use of tech-savvy volunteers, and the 
possibility for volunteers to provide a human element to increasingly technological 
library environments.  They conclude that volunteers help by “making people feel they 
have better accessibility to information in libraries.” (Nicol and Johnson, 157)  The third 
aspect of library volunteerism Nicol and Johnson address are the disadvantages of using 
volunteers.  Among these disadvantages are the difficulties created when volunteers 
replace paid staff,2 various issues of ethics and legalities (such as volunteers having 
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access to confidential patron records), and problems with bad publicity (particularly when 
volunteers are turned away or “fired”).  The costs to train, supervise, and house 
volunteers are also listed as distinct disadvantages.  The final area of study in Nicol and 
Johnson’s research are the possible advantages of the using volunteers.  The list of 
potential benefits includes volunteers providing new ideas and perspective, causing 
libraries to assess their missions and future goals, being more approachable than 
professional librarians, and serving as a positive connection to the local community.  
Perhaps most significantly to the authors, volunteers have the potential “to free time for 
librarians to learn and teach new technologies” and “open time for professionals to do 
consultation.” (Nicol and Johnson, 2008, 161).   
There have been several studies of volunteer use in specific types of information 
institutions, including those written by Loriene Roy (1988) on public libraries and Mary 
McDiarmid and Ethel Auster (2005) on hospital libraries.  Roy (1988) surveyed fifty-two 
public libraries in Illinois in order to determine, among other things, the extent that these 
institutions used volunteers, activities they performed, attitudes of managers toward 
volunteers, and techniques used to recruit unpaid workers.  Roy’s (1988) work was also 
meant to be a pilot study that would test a survey instrument for measuring public library 
volunteer use.  The purpose of the McDiarmid and Auster study (2005), entitled “Using 
Volunteers in Ontario Hospital Libraries: Views of Library Managers," was to explore 
whether and how hospital library managers use volunteers.  The researchers address 
specific questions about the extent Ontario hospital libraries used volunteers, reasons for 
not using volunteers, tasks completed by volunteers, skills managers feel these volunteers 
should possess, and the attitudes of managers toward volunteers.  To gather data, they 
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mailed a 38-question survey to a total of 89 hospital library managers in Ontario.  These 
respondents were identified from staff lists of Ontario and Canadian health sciences 
libraries, the questionnaire included both closed and open-ended questions, and there was 
a 92% response rate.  The researchers ultimately gathered data that addressed all five of 
their initial research questions.  In both the Roy (1988) and the McDiarmid and Auster 
(2005) studies, the majority of institutions used volunteers to supplement paid staff and 
managers generally had a good opinion of volunteers and volunteer programs.  The tasks 
performed by volunteers in one setting often translate to the other, including shelving, 
cleaning, clerical tasks, reference service, and training other volunteers.   
Because there has not been equivalent research done on volunteerism in American 
archival institutions, the Roy (1988) and McDiarmid and Auster (2005) articles inform 
this study significantly.  Their general questions about extent of volunteerism and the 
tasks assigned are transferable to research in archival settings.  In addition, this study 
benefits from the hindsight of these researchers.  For example, Roy (1988) mentioned 
that there seemed to be some confusion about regular volunteers and Friends of the 
Library groups.   
 
Volunteers in Archival Settings 
The current literature on archival volunteers falls into three categories: short 
profiles, long descriptive articles, and a very few empirical research studies.  Each 
provides a different type of insight into the state and/or workings of archival 
volunteerism.        
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Occasionally, profiles of archival volunteer programs or specific volunteers 
appear in specific institutions’ publications.  Two examples of this phenomenon are the 
Missouri Library World’s profile of Missouri State Archives volunteer Gene Weathers 
and the National Library of Australia Gateway’s description of their volunteers working 
in a variety of departments, including photographs, manuscripts, and ephemera (Collings, 
1998; Taylor, 2006).  Profile articles are typically published in organizations’ newsletters 
or magazines rather than scholarly journals.  The pieces tend to be relatively brief, and, 
because they are a means of recognizing volunteers and serve a public relations purpose, 
the profiles are also very biased and universally upbeat in tone.  However, these pieces do 
provide interesting and valuable information about archival volunteerism.  Not only do 
they provide examples of the types of work that volunteers complete within these 
organizations, but they are also concrete examples of one method used to recruit new and 
retain current volunteers.   
 The second category of articles about archival volunteering are generally longer, 
systematic descriptions or cases studies of specific volunteer programs published in the 
profession’s peer-reviewed journals.  Two such examples were produced about the 
“Archival Treasures” program at the National Air and Space Museum Archives (Ewing, 
1991) and the Museum Elderhostel Service Program at the Museum of Science and 
Industry’s archive (Graedel, 1998).  These studies provide detailed descriptions of very 
specific programs at specialized museum archives; both describe one- to two-week 
projects for groups of short-term, full-time volunteers.  The articles cover the projects in 
their entirety, from the planning stages through project completion and evaluation.  They 
also offer practical advice and how-to components that could be very helpful for other 
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institutions thinking of implementing similar programs.  Although the unique natures of 
these programs make them impossible to generalize, the in-depth and advisory qualities 
of these articles have two distinct advantages.  First, details about aspects of the program 
are plentiful: volunteer tasks, number of hours worked, and training are certainly 
included.  Second, unlike the profiles of individuals, the authors are writing for their 
peers and provide an evaluation of their experiences, mentioning successes but also 
problems and pitfalls. 
Very few articles about archival volunteerism fit into the empirical study category 
and the only such American study presents itself more like a large-scale case study 
(Frevert, 1997).  The data collection portion of the study involved surveying all twelve 
Wisconsin Area Research Centers (WARCs), but the published article contains only 
results and discussion and lacks information about the survey instrument or methodology.  
In addition, although the WARCs are spread throughout the state of Wisconsin, these 
institutions are fairly similar: they share geography and rules, have similar collections, 
and all but one is part of a University of Wisconsin library.  Further, this survey dates 
from the mid-1990s and many American archives have experienced significant change 
since that time, particularly with the adoption of EAD encoding, the popularity of 
digitization, and the increase in other technological aspects of archival work.  Thus, the 
study is out of date and the limited choice of institutions make it very difficult to 
generalize the results of this study outside of the WARC system.  The lack of information 
about the study’s procedures also makes it impossible to replicate elsewhere.  The 
WARC study presents a starting point for an empirical study, but clearly does not 
accurately or fully illustrate the current state of American archival volunteerism.       
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A more recent and nationally generalizable study about archival volunteers has 
been conducted in the United Kingdom.  However, the results of this study, published as 
"Volunteering in Libraries, Museums, and Archives” (Howlett, 2002), are not 
generalizable to the United States for reasons such as centralized government control of 
many archival repositories in the U.K., differing labor issues, and the cultural and 
political differences between the two nations.  Similar to the studies of volunteers in 
hospital and public libraries discussed above, the Howlett (2002) study’s main purpose 
was to determine the extent of volunteering in specific types of institutions: British 
libraries, museums, and archives.  Like the studies by Roy (1988) and McDiarmid and 
Auster (2005), the Howlett study attempted to determine who the volunteers are, why 
these institutions use volunteers, and what tasks they give volunteers.  It also addressed 
how archives recruit, manage, and train volunteers, as well as the factors that might keep 
institutions from using volunteers.  This article combines information from two separate 
empirical studies of volunteerism in the United Kingdom.  The first and main study was a 
survey of 500 museums, 500 libraries, and 500 archives for Resource and the second was 
a survey of and for the National Trust, a British charity that oversees historic homes, 
gardens, natural spaces, etc. (Howlett, 2002).  The surveys for the National Trust were 
sent to volunteers and paid staff members, in order to gather both the volunteers’ 
perspective and staff opinions of volunteers.   
The Resource study provides evidence that nearly all British archives use 
volunteers and that these volunteers are a very diverse group.  The researchers also 
conclude that even with the high level of volunteerism, competition for volunteer workers 
is high and doubts about using non-paid staff are tied more to issues of resources than to 
 22
                                                
volunteers’ abilities.  Howlett states in his conclusion that it “is difficult to show 
categorically how involving volunteers makes a difference to organizations,” but 
mentions that organizations identify extending their services with employing volunteers 
(2002, p. 63).   
These British studies support other studies of information institution volunteerism 
and demonstrate the large scope that is possible with a study of archival volunteers.  
These studies also demonstrate the importance of accurately defining terms, since anyone 
who worked or completed tasks for the organization on an unpaid basis was considered a 
volunteer, including trustees, fund raisers, committee members, and “friends” of the 
institution.  Finally, the Trust-study component of the article illustrates the advantages of 
gathering data from both the volunteer and the organization (or its paid representatives).   
 
 
1 For a more in-depth review of literature in this particular area, please see William N. Whitt’s Age-Related 
Differences in Public Library Volunteers’ Motivations (2006).    
 
2 In his study, “An Empirical Analysis of the Effect of Volunteer Labor on Public Library Employment,” 
William Stine (2008) indicated that paid librarians were not being replaced by volunteers.  In fact, his study 
of Pennsylvania libraries demonstrated that the number and percentage of (non-professional) library staff 
was increasing while the number and percentage of volunteers was on the decline, implying that paid 
workers were actually replacing volunteers.  This study, however, was not cited by Nicol and Johnson 
(2008).     
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Methodology 
In order to explore and eventually describe the current state of volunteerism and 
the role(s) of volunteers in archival settings, this research study utilized an online survey 
of people working in archival institutions.  The population being studied in this project is 
“small to medium-sized archival settings,” but this description requires further definition.  
In the real world, these terms are relative because of the great range of size amongst 
archival settings.  While an archive run by a single volunteer is certainly “small” and one 
with more than a hundred paid, professional employees is “large,” the description of an 
archive with a twenty-person staff might be more difficult to determine and more 
dependent on perspective.  For the purpose of this study, a small archival setting is 
defined as an archive with 5 or fewer paid, full-time (35+ hours per week) employees and 
medium-sized archival settings as those with between 6 and 10 paid, full-time employees.  
It is important to note that both in the real world and within these definitions, an archive 
of any size can be a part of a larger institution.   
Studying smaller archival settings as a group is problematic because there is no 
unified group or list to use as a targeted sampling frame.  A number of small and 
medium-sized archives do not have an online presence or do not advertise outside of their 
locality and/or subject focus.  Additionally, in some cases these archival institutions are 
disguised from the outside world by their parent organizations or institutions, creating 
further difficulties in identifying all the members of the population.  In order to reach the 
widest range of archivists working in small and medium-sized settings, this study utilized 
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the largest and most important professional organization for American archivists: the 
Society of American Archivists (SAA).     
The SAA’s stated mission is, “to serve the educational and informational needs of 
more than 5,000 individual and institutional members and to provide leadership to ensure 
the identification, preservation, and use of records of historical value” (SAA, “About 
SAA,” 2009).  These members represent a wide breadth of archival settings.  Their 
institutions are located across the United States in a variety of settings (rural, urban, small 
towns, etc.).  There are also of a variety of types of institutions represented within the 
SAA—academic, corporate, organizational, religious, government, museum, etc.   
In addition to its other activities, SAA sponsors the Archives and Archivists 
(A&A) List.  This email list is a forum for the discussion of “all topics relating to archival 
theory and practice” (SAA, “Archive & Archivists,” 2009).  The A&A List is open to 
anyone with an interest in archival work or materials and among the list’s participants are 
professional archivists working in the field, graduate students, and archival educators.  
Although active participation requires registration, the list can be read online without 
registering.  SAA membership is not a requirement for joining the email list, but many 
A&A List members are also members of the SAA.   
Survey participants were recruited via email using the A&A List.  A message was 
sent to the list inviting any members who worked in an American archive with 10 or 
fewer full-time employees to take part in the study.  In order to include the perspective of 
institutions who do not currently use volunteers, it was made clear in this email that 
participants’ repositories need not have any volunteers.  The same email provided a link 
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to the online consent page and questionnaire.  Participation in the study was completely 
voluntary and there was no inducement for participation.   
The online survey instrument had twenty-eight main questions and included both 
open- and close-ended questions (see Appendix A).  It was designed using Qualtrics 
Survey Software, which among other advantages, allowed for contingency questions and 
skip logic.  Thus, the length of the survey and the questions answered varied depending 
on a respondent’s answers.  No participant was presented with all twenty-eight questions.       
The online survey instrument consisted of questions modeled after those used in 
the Roy (1988), Howlett (2002), and McDiarmid and Auster (2005) studies of volunteers.  
The questionnaire was divided into three sections entitled, “About Your Archive,” 
“About Your Archive’s Volunteer Use,” and “Comments.”  The second section was 
further subdivided into questions for archives with volunteers and archives without 
volunteers.      
The questions in the “About Your Archive” section were designed to provide 
basic information about the institution the respondent represented.  The first two 
questions in the questionnaire asked about the type and location of the respondent’s 
archive in order to help determine how representative the respondents were of American 
archival institutions.  The third question asked about the presence of a membership- or 
“friends”- type organization.  The subject of question four was the number of full-time, 
paid employees working for the archive.  This question was designed to ascertain whether 
or not the respondent’s institution met the study’s requirement of having ten or fewer 
full-time, paid employees.  It also allowed for differentiation between repositories that 
meet the study’s definition of a small archive (5 or fewer full-time employees) or a 
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medium-sized one (6 to 10 full-time employees).  The remaining questions in the first 
section relate to part-time, paid employees and serve as a way to more fully understand 
the archival work environments being studied.  In this first section, indicating that their 
institution is located outside the United States or claiming more than 10 full-time, paid 
employees triggered an end to a respondent’s survey.  In these cases, participants were 
sent to the final page of the questionnaire and thanked for their time and participation.     
In the second section, “About Your Archive’s Volunteer Use,” respondents were 
instructed that, for the purpose of this study, a volunteer is defined as a person who 
performs service without monetary payment.  It was further explained that this definition 
could include people who receive non-monetary remuneration.  Examples of this 
phenomenon were provided, including student interns who are unpaid but receive course 
credit or museum-archive volunteers who receive a free museum membership in 
exchange for a certain level or amount of volunteering.  Respondents indicating that they 
do not currently have volunteers working for their respective archives answered a series 
of contingency questions about their previous use of volunteers and the possibility for 
future volunteer use.   
Respondents who indicated that their institutions currently use volunteers 
answered questions about how much work volunteers do for their respective archives 
measured in hours per week, whether the institution has enough staff to adequately 
address their current and future needs, and whether additional volunteers could help them 
better address their needs.  Another series of questions inquired about the demographics 
of the archive’s volunteers.  It is important to note that the survey did not ask about the 
ages of volunteers, but instead asked about the “types of people” who volunteer (retirees, 
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students, working adults, etc.).  This method was intended to make the question easier to 
answer for the respondents, particularly since volunteers do not provide the same 
personnel information as paid employees.  The following questions addressed the 
schedules and tenures of volunteers.  These questions were designed to establish how 
much archives can rely on volunteers working regularly, both on a day-to-day or month-
to-month basis and in the long term.  They were also meant to help determine if there is 
high or low turn-over in volunteer workers.  Two questions addressed volunteer 
recruitment, inquiring about the types of work done by archival volunteers.  Additional 
questions asked about some of the technological aspects of archival work: digitization, 
EAD, and an online presence.  These questions were separated from the main question 
about volunteer tasks for two reasons.  First, small archival settings may or may not be 
undertaking these projects.  Second, parts of these tasks typically require significant 
training and technological knowledge (encoding in EAD/XML), but others do not 
(writing content for a web page).  This means that volunteers may be involved in these 
kinds of tasks without being involved in the technological aspects or archives may be 
training or recruiting their volunteers to complete these tasks.  The final question of the 
second section asked about the management of volunteers, specifically the title of the 
person or people in charge of volunteer management.   
The final section of the survey included two open-ended questions that allowed 
respondents to make any comments about volunteers that they would like to make.  The 
first asked for comments about the use of volunteers in the respondent’s archive while the 
second was about archival volunteers in general.  This section was designed to elicit 
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qualitative information about the archives’ dependency on volunteers and about the 
respondents’ attitudes towards volunteers.  
There were several initial pretests of the survey instrument to ensure 
understandability and functionality.  After the questionnaire was revised and approval 
from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) received, the invitation email was sent to the 
A&A List.  The survey remained open for ten days, and after one week a reminder email 
was sent to thank participants and encourage other A&A List members to participate to 
do so.  After the full ten days, the survey was closed to additional responses.    
Since the questionnaire included both open- and close-ended questions, the 
examination of the survey data involved both qualitative and quantitative analysis.  For 
the completely close-ended questions, the researcher first tallied the answers for the 
sample as a whole and then looked for patterns and trends.  Questions with the “Other 
(please specify)” option were then coded and examined. In these cases, answers were 
coded as being either a new category of response or as belonging to one of the provided 
categories.  For example, for a respondent who answered the question “What type of 
archive do you work for?” with “non-profit” in the “Other” field, that answer would have 
been categorized as belonging to the “Organization” category.  For the same question, a 
new “Government” category was created for responses like “state,” “government,” and 
“local government.”  The third step in the analysis was to code and analyze the answers 
to the three fully open-ended, non-numerical questions and look for patterns or trends 
evident from these answers.        
 29
Results 
About the Respondents 
There were 89 initial responses to the survey’s recruitment email, but not all of 
these responses were usable.  Of these, two respondents did not agree to continue the 
study after reading the informed consent page and three represented archives that had 
more than the study’s maximum of 10 full-time employees.  Another twelve respondents 
failed to answer any questions beyond either the “About Your Archive” demographic 
section or the first question in the second section (“Do you currently have volunteers 
working for your archive?”).  Because these 17 responses did not provide any substantive 
data related to this study’s inquiry into archival volunteers, they were excluded.  In 
addition, two respondents “tricked” the survey software and answered both the questions 
for repositories currently using volunteers and those targeted toward repositories with no 
volunteers.  Since it was impossible to determine which set of responses accurately 
reflected their circumstances, these two responses were also excluded.  Finally, two other 
responses were excluded because of a technical issue with the online survey.  Ultimately, 
there were 68 usable responses to the survey.     
 The 68 usable responses represented a diverse collection of archival types, sizes, 
and geographic locations.  The survey offered respondents five options for describing the 
specific type for which they worked—Academic, Corporate, Organization, Museum, or 
Religious—as well as an option for respondents to specify another type of setting that 
more accurately described their archive.  17 respondents selected the “Other” option and 
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described their setting.  After considering these responses, it was determined that all of 
them either fit into one of the original categories (for example, “non-profit” became part 
of the “Organization” category) or could be described as belonging to one of three new 
categories: Government, Historical Society, and Public Library.  Each of these eight 
categories were represented by at least three different respondents (See Graph 1).  The 
most common archival settings were Academic and Museum; with 30 and 12 responses 
respectively, these two categories together represented slightly more than 60% of the 
total. The least common settings were Religious, Public Library, Corporate, and 
Historical Society archives.     
Graph 1: Survey Responses by Archive Type
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In order to determine whether the study contained a response sample that was 
geographically diverse, the state-based location of each repository was coded according 
to its United States Census Bureau Region.  This revealed that the sample was relatively 
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geographically diverse.  Of the 68 responses, 18 (26.4%) represented Southern 
repositories and 10 (14.7%) were from Western archives (see Graph 2).  Midwestern and 
Northeastern repositories were each represented by twenty responses (29.4%).   
Graph 2: Survey Response by 
U.S. Census Bureau Region*
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*  The U.S. Census Bureau Regions are as follows: West (California, Washington, Oregon,  Nevada, 
Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, Alaska, and Hawaii), South 
(Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Florida, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky, West Virginia, Maryland, Virginia, Delaware, and Washington, 
D.C.), Northeast (Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New 
Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania), and Midwest (North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, 
Missouri, Iowa, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio). 
 
 
 Not only were most responses from archives categorized as small by this study 
(those with five or fewer FT employees), 74% were from archives with two or fewer FT 
employees.  Although the mean number of FT employees reported was two, the most 
common number of FT employees was only one (See Graph 3).  57% of the respondents 
reported that their archives employed part-time (PT) workers.  Of those with PT 
employees, the 67% have only one or two.  The highest number of PT workers reported 
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was six.  Initially, the researcher intended on comparing the number of paid work hours 
with the number of volunteer work hours for each repository.  However, the survey 
question about the number of hours worked by PT workers was unclear and the resulting 
data did not allow for an accurate determination of the total number of paid work hours 
completed at each repository.  There were no volunteer-only archives represented in this 
study.          
Graph 3: Survey Response by Archive Size
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Volunteer Use 
 The majority (51 or 78%) of small and medium-sized archives represented in this 
study currently use volunteers.  A total of 241 volunteers were reported from these 51 
institutions.  This is an average of 4.7 volunteers per archive.  However, the number of 
volunteers used by individual institutions varied from one volunteer to 25.  The median 
number of volunteers was three, the mode—with 12 responses—was only one volunteer, 
and seven archives (14%) used ten or more volunteers.  In 37% of cases, volunteers 
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outnumbered paid employees, while in another 37% of cases the number of paid 
employees was larger than the number of volunteers.  Volunteers and paid staff were 
employed in equal numbers in the remaining 26% of repositories.         
Although there were not enough responses from all types of archival settings to 
make conclusive statements, there is some evidence that different types of archival 
settings have different patterns of volunteer use.  All museum, government, or historical 
society archives represented in this study use volunteers, while only 67% of the 
academic, public library, or religious archives do so.  The volunteer-use rate was 50% or 
less for corporate or organizational archives (see Graph 4).  Similarly, the average and 
median number of volunteers used by some types of archival settings differed 
significantly.  For the 20 academic archives with volunteers, for example, the average 
was 2.7 volunteers and the median was two.  For the 12 museum-based archives, these 
numbers were higher; the average was 5.25 and the median was four.         
 
Repositories Without Volunteers 
 Four survey respondents—two representing academic and two from corporate 
archives—indicated that their institutions have never had volunteers.  Only one attributed 
this to the fact that their archive did not need them.  All of the remaining three 
respondents attributed their non-usage of volunteers at least partially to a lack of space.  
Two also cited a lack of available volunteers and one included volunteers’ lack of skills 
in their reasoning.  None of these archives indicated that any of the following factors 
prevented them from using volunteers: expense, time consumption, security concerns, 
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health and safety issues, low quality of volunteers’ work, or volunteer lack of 
professionalism. 
       
Graph 4: Volunteer Use by Archive Type
0
5
10
15
20
25
30
35
Ac
ad
em
ic
Mu
seu
m
Go
ve
rnm
en
tal
Or
ga
niz
ati
on
al
Co
rpo
rat
e
Hi
sto
ric
al 
So
cie
ty
Pu
bli
c L
ibr
ary
 
Re
lig
iou
s
No Volunteers
Volunteers
 
 Thirteen respondents indicated that their archives did not currently use volunteers, 
but that they had in the past.  Two of these respondents made it clear that while they do 
not currently have volunteers, they use student and intern volunteers on a cyclical basis.  
As can be seen in Graph 5, the most popular reason given by the remaining 11 
respondents for no longer using volunteers was a lack of available volunteers (77%), 
followed by a lack of available space in which volunteers can work (38%).  Reasons for 
discontinuing volunteer use that were much less common included the low quality of 
their work, the amount of time they consume, their lack of skills, and no longer needing 
their assistance.  No respondents attributed their discontinuation of volunteer use to 
expense, health and safety issues, volunteers’ lack of professionalism, or security 
concerns.   
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The amount of time since volunteers were last used varied greatly among the 13 
respondents.  Five respondents indicated that they had volunteers within the past year, 
and four of these had volunteers within the last six months.  There is some evidence that 
not using volunteers can become a habit.  Of the eight respondents whose archives had 
not used volunteers in at least a year, five had not utilized volunteers for three or more 
years.  There is also evidence that bad volunteer experiences turn repositories away from 
volunteer use in the long term; all of the respondents who attributed discontinuing 
volunteer use to a problem with their volunteers (too much time, lack of skills, low 
quality of work) also indicated that their institution had not used volunteers for three or 
more years.           
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Of the seventeen respondents whose archives do not currently have volunteers, 
most (59%) plan on using them in the future.  However, more than half of those that are 
planning to utilize volunteer workers in the future do not know when they will be doing 
so.  Five respondents indicated that the return of volunteers will be at some undetermined 
time in the future and a sixth stated that volunteers will be used whenever physical 
workspace becomes available for them.  Of the four archives that have never had 
volunteers, only one is planning to do so in the future.   
 
Volunteer Demographics  
 In the pool of reported volunteers, men outnumbered women 142 to 99.  Thus, 
men represented nearly 60% of small and medium-sized archives volunteers.  Retirees 
outnumbered any other employment-status group of volunteers.  They accounted for 69% 
of volunteers.  Students were 19.5% of the volunteer pool, followed by employed adults 
(8%), and unemployed adults (3%).  However, the distribution of these demographic 
groups across the archives differs significantly from their representation in the larger 
pool.  Retirees are used as volunteers at 73% of all represented repositories.  However, 
57% of the archives use student volunteers, 37% use employed adults, and 14% use 
unemployed adults.  Respondents were also given the option to describe their volunteers’ 
employment status using an “other, please specify” option, and two chose to describe 
their volunteers according to their relationship to the archive’s parent institution.   
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Table 1: Archival Volunteer Demographics and Work Habits 
Demographic 
Category Number Percentage 
 
Gender:   
Women 99 41% 
Men 142 59% 
   
Employment Status:   
Retirees 166 69% 
Students 47 20% 
Unemployed Adults 7 3% 
Employed Adults 19 8% 
Other 2 1% 
   
Work Schedule:   
Regular  190 79% 
Irregular  65 27% 
   
Work Calendar:  
Temporary/Seasonal 55 23% 
Year-Round 186 77% 
   
Longevity:   
< 3 Months 40 16% 
3 - 6 Months 23 9% 
6 Months - 1 Year 25 10% 
1 - 2 Years 23 9% 
3 - 5 Years 30 12% 
5 - 10 Years 40 16% 
> 10 Years 57 23% 
Unknown 9 4% 
 
The survey inquired about several aspects of how volunteers work and the amount 
of work that they do in small and medium-sized archival settings.  According to the 
respondents, most of their volunteers work year-round and have regular schedules.  
Approximately 23% of volunteers were categorized as temporary or seasonal workers, 
meaning that they work in 8 or fewer months out of a calendar year, while only about 
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21% do not have a regular work schedule.  There was a great deal of variance in the 
reported longevity of volunteers.  16% of all reported volunteers have worked for the 
same repository for five to ten years and 23% have volunteered for their archive for more 
than ten years.  At the same time, nearly 20% have volunteered for between three months 
and a year and 16% of all reported volunteers have worked for their institution for fewer 
than three months (see Table 1). 
The total number of volunteer work hours in an average week reported by all 
respondents was 1,135.5.  This means that, overall, the average volunteer works just 
under five hours per week.  However, when measured on an institution-by-institution 
basis, the average amount a volunteer works varies greatly from one institution to 
another.  In three archives, each volunteer averages one hour or less of work per week.  In 
the institution with the highest average, volunteers each average over seventeen hours of 
work per week.  What is perhaps more useful to know is that only about 20% of 
repositories have volunteers who work an average of 7.5 hours or more per week.           
 
Volunteers’ Work 
The most commonly reported volunteer activity was general processing of 
collections, with volunteers at 84% of the repositories performing this duty. In addition, 
65% of respondents indicated that their volunteers rehouse materials and 71% indicated 
that their volunteers create access tools like finding aids, subject guides, or indices.  The 
least common activities for volunteers are promotional activities (6%), providing 
instructional services (6%), fundraising (8%), and training other volunteers (8%).  In 
addition to the 11 close-ended selections listed in the survey, 12 respondents also listed 
 39
several other activities performed by their volunteers.  Graph 6 lists all the tasks 
performed by volunteers and illustrates the number of repositories that use their 
volunteers for each activity.    
Graph 6: Tasks Performed by Volunteers
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Six respondents mentioned scanning or digitization projects in their open-ended 
responses to the question, “What types of tasks do your volunteers perform for your 
archive?”  However, when asked specifically about digitization activities in a later 
question, a total of 37 respondents indicated that their archives digitized materials.  
Volunteers have a role in the digitization process at twenty (54%) of these institutions.  
By far the most common volunteer digitization activity is scanning items (80%), followed 
by creating metadata (65%).  A much smaller percentage of institutions (15%) involve 
their volunteers with digital photography of items.  A few respondents also indicated in 
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the free-response portion of this question that volunteers perform other digitization-
related tasks, including audio digitization, preparation for scanning, selecting items for 
digitization, and data entry (see Table 2).   
Table 2: Volunteers and Digitization 
Do you digitize materials? 
No 14 (27%) 
Yes 37 (73%) 
  
If yes, do your volunteers have a role? 
No 17 (46%) 
Yes 20 (54%) 
  
What role do volunteers play in digitization? 
Scan items 16 (80%) 
Create Metadata 13 (65%) 
Digital Photography 3 (15%) 
Other* 5 (25%) 
 
* Other digitization roles included: audio digitization, database entry, preparing materials for 
scanning, and selecting items for digitization.  Two respondents (10%) listed audio 
digitization, while one respondent listed each of the other activities.     
 
 
 The statistics for participation in digitization and EAD activities were reversed in 
the small and medium-sized archives represented in this study.  In other words, while 
73% of respondents indicated that their archives do digitize materials, 73% indicated that 
they do not produce EAD finding aids.  Of the 14 repositories that do produce EAD 
finding aids, volunteers have a role at only five.  This volunteer role included the creation 
of content for these finding aids at all five archives, but only two respondents reported 
that their volunteers work on the actual encoding.  Table 3 provides a breakdown of 
volunteer involvement with the creation of EAD finding aids. 
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Table 3: Volunteers and EAD 
Do you produce EAD finding aids? 
No 37 (73%) 
Yes 14 (27%) 
  
If yes, do your volunteers have a role? 
No 9 (64%) 
Yes 5 (36%) 
  
What role do volunteers play in EAD projects? 
Create finding aid 
content 5 (100%) 
Encode finding aid 2 (40%) 
 
Table 4: Volunteers and Websites 
Do you have a web presence? 
No 7 (14%) 
Yes 44 (86%) 
  
If yes, do volunteers have a role? 
No 34 (77%) 
Yes 10 (23%) 
  
What role do volunteers play in your web presence? 
Create Content 8 (80%) 
Update 
Websites 3 (30%) 
Encode Content 1 (10%) 
Design 
Websites 0 (0%) 
Other* 3 (30%) 
 
* Other web-related roles included: creating metadata for CONTENTdm, creating 
finding aids using Archon, and suggesting material for online exhibitions.   
 
Although not all of the archives represented in this study have a web presence, the 
majority (86%) do.  However, only 23% of respondents reported that their volunteers 
have a role in the online aspects of their institutions.  By far, the most common website-
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related volunteer activity is creating web content (80%).  Only one or two repositories 
have volunteers encoding content or updating websites, and no respondents reported that 
volunteers design websites for their institutions.  A few respondents listed other online 
tasks completed by their volunteers.  These activities included suggesting materials for 
use in online exhibits and the creation of metadata or finding aids using specific software 
(ContentDM and Archon, respectively).   Table 4 provides a breakdown of volunteer 
involvement with digitization. 
 
Training Procedures for Volunteers 
 Less than half of the archives that use volunteers reported having standard 
procedures for training them.  Respondents from 21 of these settings provided brief 
descriptions of their training procedures.  All of these archives use documentation 
(manuals, handbooks, etc.), orientations, formal instruction/demonstration, close 
supervision/work review, or some combination of the four.  As can be seen in Graph 7, 
the most common training method is the use of documentation (58%).  54% and 46% use 
orientations or formal instruction, respectively.  The least popular method is close 
supervision, mentioned by only 25% of respondents.  In addition, one respondent 
mentioned two unique types of training: online instruction and shadowing.   
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Graph 7: Methods and Tools for Training Volunteers
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Volunteer Recruitment 
 When asked how their institutions get volunteers, the most popular answers were 
that volunteers come to them (65%) and through word of mouth (53%).  The least 
popular answer was the use of a formal publicity campaign (12%).  In addition, 17 
respondents supplied open-ended answers that fit into the category of “other.”  Table 5 
provides a full breakdown of all the volunteer recruitment methods mentioned by 
respondents.  These answers included the use of websites, internships, and asking 
selected individuals.  Of the six institutions using formal publicity campaigns, four 
advertised in an organizational publication, two advertised in a non-organizational 
publication, and two utilized email.  None of these archives used signage as a part of their 
campaign, and five reported other methods of advertising.  Among these publicity efforts 
were programs at conferences, advertising through their parent institutions, and the use of 
a volunteer matching website.  
 There was a correlation between the lack of a friends’ organization and the lack of 
archival volunteers.  While 31% of the repositories with volunteers had these type of 
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associated organizations, none of the repositories lacking volunteers had them.  However, 
even among the archives that have such support organizations, they are not universally 
used for volunteer recruitment; only 9 of the 16 organizations with friends’ organizations 
report using them to get volunteers.     
Table 5: How Volunteers Are Recruited  
Method of Recruitment # of Responses Percentage 
They come to us 33 65% 
Membership or friends organization 9 18% 
Partnerships with other organizations 12 24% 
Word of mouth 27 53% 
Formal publicity campaign 6 12% 
Other* 17 33% 
 
*  Other methods of volunteer recruitment or acquisition included: internships/students (4 
responses, 8%); museum volunteer program (2 responses, 4%); website (2 responses, 4%); 
Advancement Dept. suggested the volunteer contact the archives; paid for project work and 
stayed as volunteer; donor relationships; outreach to faculty and visiting classes; affiliates of 
school; employed by the school in another capacity; TV, print, and radio shows; sales pitch at 
public programming; and asking particular individuals.   
 
 
Supervision of Volunteers 
 Fifty respondents provided the title of the person or persons who supervise the 
volunteers at their archive.  Titles vary widely across different archives, but in the vast 
majority of cases, the listed supervisor was an archivist, librarian, curator, or director of 
some type.  The volunteers in two archives, however, are supervised by people who are 
clearly outside the archival profession, a Geologist and an Office Manager.  In most 
cases, there was only one supervisor listed that supervises the institution’s volunteers, but 
in nine settings (18%), multiple people supervise volunteers.  Four respondents 
specifically mentioned volunteer coordinators by title, and one volunteer was mentioned 
as supervising other volunteers.       
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Volunteers as a Solution for Lack of Staff 
 Survey responses indicate that small and medium sized archives feel that they are 
understaffed, but also that volunteers are not necessarily viewed as a solution to the 
archival labor shortage.  82% of respondents indicated that they do not have enough paid 
staff to adequately address the projects on which their archives are currently working.  
When asked about whether they had enough paid staff to do what they wanted to do, the 
responses were even more negative.  In fact, only one person out of 51 indicated that their 
institution was adequately staffed to tackle their project “wish lists.”  Of those 
respondents saying their setting was understaffed, only 50% believed that the addition of 
more volunteers would allow them to better address their current projects.  This 
percentage dropped to 42% when respondents considered whether more volunteers would 
help them do what they would like to do.        
 
Final Comments from Respondents 
 When survey participants where asked if they had any additional comments about 
the use of volunteers in their archives, 42 of the 68 respondents provided brief remarks.  
Although seven of the responses came from repositories not currently using volunteers 
(six of which plan to use volunteers at some point in the future), the comments provided 
by these repositories were very similar to those given by representatives of volunteer-
using archives.   
 Five of the responses consisted of neutral comments.  Three of these answers 
contained clarifications of the specific archival settings and how this relates to their 
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volunteer demographics.  For example, “We are a high school archives, so most of our 
volunteers are parent volunteers or have some other connection to the school.”  The other 
two neutral comments related to general or specific aspects of volunteer management: 
“we do not have a formal volunteer program…I deal with volunteers one by one,” and 
“an interested and motivated group of volunteers is essential…” 
 Twenty-two of the responses (51%) were completely positive.  Of these, six were 
general statements of appreciation for or dependence upon volunteers.  One person 
commented, “We couldn’t get much done without them.”  Another stated, “Our archives 
could not function without the help of volunteers.  I am heavily dependent on 
volunteers.”  The remaining positive responses elaborated on similar statements of 
appreciation or dependence, providing examples of ways that their volunteers benefit 
their repositories.  Several listed specific projects or areas of volunteer work like 
processing or reference.  As one person commented, “Couldn't operate without them; 
they have and are making major contributions to organizing, cataloging, processing, etc.”  
Another mentioned, “volunteers are an invaluable resource, they enable us to offer 
increasing online access to our image collections.”  Another respondent focused on the 
less tangible advantages of volunteers, writing, “They are a great source of knowledge 
and often can provide a more diverse workforce in a small institution.” 
 A group of 14 respondents (26%) provided mixed reviews of their volunteers.  In 
general, these comments recognized the work of volunteers and then enumerated their 
drawbacks or limitations.  Many of these comments started with phrases like, “Our 
volunteers are great, but…” or, “Our organization relies heavily on volunteers, 
however…”  The most common disadvantage mentioned was the time involved in 
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managing, supervising, and training volunteers.  As one person stated, “Using volunteers 
takes time—time for training, prepping and follow-up—and then they leave and you have 
to start all over.  But the work cannot be done without them, we do not have the money 
and staff to everything by ourselves.”  Another stated more succinctly, “It's a trade-off; 
they do a lot of good work, but they take a lot of time.”  Several respondents mentioned 
that the required time investment had led to placing a cap on the number of volunteers 
used in their archives.  Other mentioned limitations to volunteer-use were space or 
computing restrictions within the repository, volunteer skill or knowledge levels, and the 
interests and “natures” of volunteers.      
The limitations and restrictions are serious enough that six respondents mentioned 
that they are the cause of an unfilled need or desire for volunteers.  One person also 
commented that student volunteers’ activities were restricted by curricular requirements.  
In addition, two respondents made positive statements about volunteers but also 
mentioned serious management problems related to these workers.  One remarked that 
personal relationships between volunteers and supervisors can be problematic, lamenting 
that “one volunteer…really does not accomplish anything, and something needs to 
change.  [But] she is friends with my boss.”  The other mentioned the “firing” of 
unwanted volunteers, stating, “it's nearly impossible to ask one to leave.”         
Only one respondent submitted a completely negative comment in this section of 
the survey; all of the other negative responses were in some way mitigated by a positive 
aspect.  The lone person wrote that there was “no time to manage volunteers…due to the 
unprocessed status of items that need the most attention and the low level of skills 
available (and lack of time & priority to change this).”  This extremely low level of 
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purely negative commentary seems to demonstrate that despite challenges, volunteers are 
generally considered to be valuable assets by their repositories.     
 The final question of the survey asked participants if they had any comments 
about archival volunteers in general and 31 people provided short answers.  These 
answers were more mixed and significantly less positive than those related to the 
respondents’ own archival volunteers.  Five responses were completely focused on the 
needs (time, training, supervision) and limitations (skills, interests) of volunteers and 
mentioned no benefits of using volunteer workers.  These answers can be summed up by 
the response, “Volunteers are not free labor.  They need to be supervised, trained, work 
reviewed and monitored.”  Three of the comments were neutral.  One expressed a 
preference for temporary volunteers, another described a specific set of volunteers and 
the third stated, “It is a professional obligation to provide library-school students with the 
opportunity to gain real-life experience.”  Four respondents provided completely positive 
comments in this section.  Among these were, “They make a huge difference, especially 
now that budgets are being cut for regular staff," "Archival volunteers are our biggest 
asset,” and the very succinct “We love ‘em!” 
 The majority—61%—of the answers to the final question were a mixture of 
positive and negative comments that provided constructive criticism of archival 
volunteerism.  Like the answers to the previous question, these responses generally 
included a general statement of praise or appreciation.  Among other descriptors, 
volunteers were called “a wonderful asset,” “an overlooked resource,” “very useful,” and 
the “life blood of the organization,” and they were said to “provide a great service.”  
However, these comments were balanced by some blatantly negative statements.  For 
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example, before mentioning that their current training program is working “so far, so 
good,” one person stated that “over the past 30 years volunteers did some horrible things 
to our collections.” Another respondent wrote that their volunteers “are a great help” with 
certain activities, but not until after stating, “Sometimes I'm not sure if it's worth it.”   
In total, the most common negative aspect of volunteers mentioned in responses 
to the final question was the large amount of time and effort required to make good use of 
them.  62% of the answers to this question that were not purely positive or neutral 
specifically mentioned volunteers’ need for time, attention, supervision, nurturing, or 
management.  If training is included in this category, the statistic rises to 75%.  The 
second most common difficulty associated with volunteers was selecting projects that 
matched their skills and/or interests.  25% of all respondents, regardless of their tone, 
mentioned this issue in their answers to the final question.       
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Discussion 
Implications 
The data gathered in this study reveal that volunteers in small and medium-sized 
archival settings differ greatly from the “average” American volunteer in both 
demographics and work habits.  In general, women volunteer more than men, older 
Americans and students have lower rates of volunteerism than those in their prime 
working years, and most American volunteers work on a periodic, seasonal, or event 
basis.  Archival volunteers, however, are more likely to be male than female, and are far 
more likely to be students or retirees than working adults.  They also generally work 
year-round and have regular hours.  These significant differences imply that studies of the 
wider volunteer population—or of specific settings whose volunteers more closely align 
with the national norms—may not be particularly useful to members of the archival 
profession.   
Archival volunteers are also unusual in the types of tasks they perform.  While the 
most common national volunteer activity is fundraising, very few volunteers in archives 
are involved with fundraising.  In fact, one of the largest benefits of volunteers appears to 
be that they are successfully involved in activities that are specifically archival in nature.  
The most common of these duties are general processing of collections, rehousing 
materials, and creating access tools like finding aids.  All of these tasks require some 
amount of training and skill.  Volunteers also clearly have some role in the growing area 
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of technology-based archives projects, including digitization, creating or managing an 
online presence, and the creation of EAD finding aids.  However, they are most likely to 
be involved with the least technical aspects of these projects, including scanning 
materials and creating content and metadata.  In addition to having volunteers performing 
a variety of archival tasks, there seems to be a general satisfaction with the work that they 
do; there were no negative comments about the abilities of volunteers to perform any 
archival activities.  This may serve as encouragement for repositories that are considering 
using volunteers or those who may be considering either starting new technology-based 
projects or expanding their volunteers’ responsibilities.          
Most of the comments about volunteers were positive and it is clear that they are 
viewed as helpful or even necessary.  However, respondents also overwhelmingly noted 
that although they are unpaid, volunteers are not free labor.  Many mentioned issues with 
the amount of time, training, attention, and supervision volunteers require from paid staff 
members.  Also commonly mentioned was the challenge of selecting projects/activities 
that match volunteer interests.  Thus, volunteers are of use, but they also present a 
significant challenge to already busy, understaffed archives.  This is an important 
consideration for any repository considering starting or expanding a volunteer program.    
 Another related consideration for archives with volunteers should be recruitment 
and training.  According to the responses, recruitment and training of volunteers are areas 
that are not particularly well developed in smaller archival settings.  Most sites either 
depend on volunteers coming to them or rely on word of mouth to recruit new volunteers.  
Very few repositories use a formal publicity campaign to attract new volunteers and, once 
they have volunteers on-site, most do not have standard training procedures for their 
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volunteers.  Thus, most smaller archives are taking a low-cost, low-effort approach 
recruitment and training.  However, the main reason for discontinuing use of volunteers 
is a lack of volunteers and the main dissatisfaction with volunteer usage is the time they 
take to train and supervise.  This implies that modest investments in recruitment and the 
creation of training tools could be worthwhile in the long term.  Targeting recruitment to 
individuals or specific groups, for example, might result in volunteers with skills and 
interests that match those of the repository, thus saving time on both training and project-
matching.  The creation of standardized training materials or programs may streamline 
the training process.  It might also allow lower-level, paid employees or long-term, 
experienced volunteers to take over some training and supervision duties.  
Although they have high potential to help their repositories, it is clear that 
volunteers have limits and that they are not a panacea for archival staffing issues.  Most 
of the archives represented in the study have an inadequate number of paid employees to 
address their current projects and virtually all of them are insufficiently staffed to tackle 
the projects upon which they would like to work.  However, since they work only limited 
hours and do not have professional training, volunteers are not the solution to this 
problem.  As mentioned, volunteers can and do complete tasks that are specifically 
archival in nature and many archives depend upon their assistance.  However, they also 
generally do not participate in all the activities that keep an archive running.  Reference, 
instruction, and exhibit work, for example, are clearly not normal volunteer activities.  
Other tasks that are not a part of most volunteer duties include vital administrative 
responsibilities such as training, management, fundraising, and promotion.  Without 
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extensive training in these activities and a much higher time commitment, volunteers 
cannot and should not be used as a replacement or substitute for professional paid staff.              
 
Flaws in the Study 
Although this study provided a great deal of information about archival 
volunteerism, it did have some weaknesses.  The first of these was a flaw with the online 
survey that was discovered immediately after it went live.  For the survey’s first hour, the 
state of Illinois was excluded as a choice in question #2 (“Where is your archive 
located?”).  During this hour, respondents who entered Illinois as a response in the 
“Other” category were defaulted as being not from the United States and their survey 
session was ended.  When the researcher became aware of this error, the mistake was 
immediately corrected.  Although this problem impacted two participants’ responses, it 
was only present for approximately 60 minutes of a ten-day survey period, a minimal 
impact on the survey at large.   
In addition to its technical problems, the survey’s design also had some 
weaknesses.  Although the survey was open to any person working in an American 
archival setting that met the repository criteria, it did not include a question regarding the 
role of the respondent within that repository.  Some respondents made their role in their 
institution clear by statement or implication, but a specific question may have provided 
more insight into the answers given.  In addition, the survey made use of a number of 
questions that instructed respondents to select all the answers that applied to their 
repository, but these questions would have provided more nuanced information if they 
included a method of weighting the responses.  For example, respondents clearly 
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indicated the types of activities that their volunteers performed, but not how often they 
did each or on which activities the preponderance of their time and effort were spent.           
The final weakness of this research was that the size and composition of the 
response pool created limitations.  The study was originally designed to allow for 
comparison and contrast made between the use and work of volunteers in small and 
medium-sized archival settings.  However, the study yielded only two respondents 
representing archives that fit into the “medium-sized” category, far too few for this type 
of comparison.  In addition, it was initially hoped that comparisons and contrasts could be 
made among the various types of archival repositories.  It was possible to make some 
observations about the differences and similarities between the most well-represented 
settings—museum and academic archives—but in general the sample sizes of the various 
archive-types were too small to make any conclusive determinations of this nature.  
Additional or more targeted recruitment, as well as a longer survey period, may have 
provided a response pool that allowed for these types of comparisons.        
 
Future Research 
The specific impact of repository size and type on volunteer use are both possible 
topics for future researchers, but there are a number of other possibilities for future 
inquiry into archival volunteerism.  For example, while the open-ended questions at the 
end of the survey offered brief insights into the attitudes archival employees have toward 
volunteers, this is certainly a topic worthy of more in-depth study.  Since this study was 
targeted toward the institutions that use volunteers, the volunteers themselves present an 
obvious opportunity for future study.  Due to the widespread recognition among 
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respondents that “unpaid” is not equivalent to “free,” an analysis of the costs and benefits 
of volunteer use could be of great use to the archival profession.  Other possibilities for 
future study include investigating the use of volunteers in larger repositories and 
investigating the use and work of specific types of volunteers in archival settings, 
particularly students or retirees.   
The use of other research methods would further illuminate the issues of 
volunteerism in archival settings.  Interviews or focus groups with a select number of 
archive directors, volunteer supervisors, or archival volunteers, for example, would give a 
more in-depth perception of archival volunteers and their work.  It may also be possible 
to directly study archival institutions’ use of volunteers through a content analysis of their 
volunteer recruitment materials or training documentation.   
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Conclusion 
In recent years there has been a great deal of research into general volunteerism 
and the use of volunteers within specific types of institutions, including libraries.  Studies 
focused upon modern volunteerism have been conducted in a number of different fields, 
including economics, management, sociology, social psychology, behavioral studies and 
the interdisciplinary field of volunteer studies.  The need and use of volunteers, volunteer 
motivations, methods of measuring volunteer motivations and value, and volunteer 
management have all been common topics of research.  However, there has been very 
little direct, formal study of archival volunteerism.  In fact, there have been no empirical 
studies of American archival volunteerism published in the last decade and none of the 
previous studies were generalizable outside of a specific geographic location.  The vast 
majority of extant literature about archival volunteerism consists of case studies of 
volunteer programs or brief profiles of volunteers or programs.   
The lack of current and generalizable research about archival volunteers prompted 
the design of this empirical study of American archives.  Its purpose was to determine the 
current state of archival volunteerism and the role of volunteers in archival settings, 
particularly small-sized and medium archival settings.  The specific questions guiding the 
study were related to how volunteers are used in these archives, the recruitment and 
management of archival volunteers, and the dependence of small archival organizations 
upon volunteer labor.     
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This research study presents information that describes the current state of 
volunteerism in small to medium-sized archival settings.  It supports the anecdotal 
evidence that smaller archival organizations are often dependent on their volunteers.  
However, it also demonstrates the tremendous benefit that many repositories receive from 
their volunteer workers and the versatility of archival volunteers as a group.  In addition, 
it illustrates the costs and limitations of volunteers, giving credence to archivists’ search 
for additional resources to hire professional staff, recruit new volunteers, and train their 
current staff members, both paid and unpaid.  Ultimately, this study may give insight and 
guidance to people involved with these institutions and provides a basis for further 
studies related to archival volunteerism.  
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Appendix A: Online Survey 
 
Section 1:  About Your Archive 
 
1.  What type of archive do you work for? (Please select the one answer that you feel best 
describes your archival setting) 
à Academic 
à Corporate 
à Organizational 
à Museum 
à Religious 
à Other (please specify)  
 
2.  Where is your archive located? 
à Alabama 
à Alaska 
à Arizona 
à Arkansas 
à California 
à Colorado 
à Connecticut 
à Delaware 
à Florida 
à Georgia 
à Hawaii 
à Idaho 
à Illinois 
à Indiana 
à Iowa 
à Kansas 
à Kentucky 
à Louisiana 
à Maine 
à Maryland 
à Massachusetts 
à Michigan 
à Minnesota 
à Mississippi 
à Missouri 
à Montana 
à Nebraska 
à Nevada 
à New Hampshire 
à New Jersey 
à New Mexico 
à New York 
à North Carolina 
à North Dakota 
à Ohio 
à Oklahoma 
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à Oregon 
à Pennsylvania 
à Rhode Island 
à South Carolina 
à South Dakota 
à Tennessee 
à Texas 
à Utah 
à Vermont 
à Virginia 
à Washington 
à Washington, D.C. 
à West Virginia 
à Wisconsin 
à Wyoming 
à Canada 
à U.S. Territory (Puerto Rico, 
Guam, American Samoa, U.S. 
Virgin Islands, etc.) 
à Other  
(please specify) 
__________
 
If Canada or Other (please specify) is selected, skip to the end of the survey. 
 
3.  Does your archive have a membership or “friends”-type organization? 
à Yes  
à No 
 
4.  How many paid employees work full-time (35+ hours per week) in your archive? 
____________ 
 
5.  How many paid employees work part-time in your archive? 
____________ 
 
6.  If you have part-time paid employees, approximately how many hours of work do 
these employees complete per week in total? 
____________ 
 
 
Section 2: About Your Archive’s Volunteer Use 
 
Please note that for the purpose of this study, a volunteer is defined as a person who 
performs service without monetary payment.  People who receive non-monetary 
renumeration can be considered volunteers under this definition.  Examples of this 
include student interns who are unpaid but receive course credit or museum-archive 
volunteers who receive a free membership to the museum in exchange for a certain level 
or amount of volunteering.   
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7.  Do you currently have volunteers working for your archive?   
à Yes 
à No 
 
If YES, skip to question #10.  If NO, continue to question #8. 
Note: Questions 8 and 9 are to be answered ONLY if you DO NOT currently have 
volunteers working at your archive:  
 
8.  Have you had volunteers working for you in the past? 
à Yes 
à No 
8a. If YES, when did you last use volunteers? 
à In the last 6 months 
à In the last 6 months to a year 
à 1-2 years ago 
à 3 or more years ago 
à I don’t know 
 
8b.  If YES, why do you no longer use volunteers? (please check all that apply) 
à No longer need them 
à Too time consuming 
à Too expensive  
à Health and safety issues 
à Security concerns 
à Low quality of 
volunteers’ work 
à Volunteers’ lack of 
professionalism   
à Volunteers’ lack of skills 
à No volunteers available 
à No work space for 
volunteers 
à Other (please 
specify)___________
 
8c.  If NO, what prevented you from using volunteers?  (please check all that 
apply) 
à Did not need them 
à Too time consuming 
à Too expensive  
à Health and safety 
issues 
à Security concerns 
à Low quality of 
volunteers’ work 
à Volunteers’ lack of 
professionalism   
à Volunteers’ lack of 
skills 
à No volunteers 
available 
à No work space for 
volunteers 
à Other (please 
specify)_________
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9.  Do you plan on using volunteers in the future? 
à Yes 
à No 
 
9a.  If YES, when do you plan to start using volunteers?   
à Within the next 6 months 
à 6 months to a year from now 
à 1 to 2 years from now 
à Some undertermined time in the future 
à Other (please specify)________________________________ 
 
Respondents who answered questions 8 and 9 (those who do not currently have 
volunteers working for their archives), now skip down to question #27.   
 
Questions 10 through 28 are to be answered ONLY if you CURRENTLY HAVE 
volunteers working at your archive:  
 
10.  How many volunteers work for your archive? 
____________ 
 
11.  In an average week, how many total hours per week do volunteers work for your 
archive?   
____________ 
 
 
12.  Do you have enough paid staff to adequately address the projects you are currently 
working on? 
à Yes  
à No 
 
12a. If NO, would the addition of more volunteer workers allow you to better 
address the projects you are currently working on? 
à Yes 
à No   
 
13.  Do you have enough staff to do what you would like to do? 
à Yes  
à No 
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13a.  If NO, would the addition of more volunteer workers allow you to do what 
you would like to do?   
à Yes  
à No 
 
14.  How many of the following types of people volunteer for you? 
Retirees       ____________________ 
Students      ____________________ 
Unemployed adults (voluntarily or involuntarily)____________________ 
Working adults     ____________________ 
Other (please specify)    _____________________ 
 
15.  What is the gender breakdown among your volunteers? 
Male  ____________________ 
Female ____________________ 
 
 
16.  How many volunteers are temporary/seasonal (consider anyone who works in 8 or 
fewer months per year to be a temporary/seasonal volunteer)? 
____________ 
 
 
17.  How many volunteers work have a regular work schedule? 
____________ 
 
 
18.  How many volunteers do you have that have worked for you for the following 
amounts of time (Please enter the number in each field) 
Less than 3 months _____________ 
3 to 6 months   _____________ 
6 months to 1 year _____________ 
1 to 2 years  _____________ 
3 to 5 years  _____________ 
5 to 10 years  _____________ 
More than 10 years _____________ 
I don’t know how long they have worked here _____________ 
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19.  How do you get volunteers for your library? (Please check all that apply) 
à They come to us 
à Through our membership or “friends” organization 
à Through partnerships with other organizations 
à Through word of mouth 
à Through a formal publicity campaign 
à Other (please specify) ____________________________ 
 
20.  If you use formal publicity campaign(s), which tools do you use? 
à Signage within the archival setting or its parent organization 
à Signage outside the archive or its parent organization 
à Email 
à Advertising in an organizational publication 
à Advertising in a non-organizational publication 
à Other (please specify)____________________________ 
 
 
21.  What types of tasks do your volunteers perform for your archive? 
à General office work 
à Fundraising 
à Providing reference services 
à Providing instructional services 
à Promotional activities 
à Planning or preparing displays/exhibits 
à Reshelving materials 
à Rehousing materials  
à Processing collections 
à Creating access tools (finding aids, subject guides, indexes, etc.) 
à Training other volunteers 
à Other (please specify)______________________________ 
 
22.  Do you digitize materials at your archive? 
à Yes 
à No 
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22a.  If YES, do your volunteers have any role in this process? 
à Yes 
à No 
 
22.a.1. If YES, do volunteers complete any of the following digitization 
activities? (Please check all that apply)  
à Scan items 
à Digitally photograph items 
à Create metadata for items 
à Other (please specify)______ 
 
23. Do you produce EAD (Electronic Archival Description) finding aids at your archive? 
à Yes  
à No 
 
23a.If YES, do your volunteers have any role in this process? 
à Yes  
à No 
 
23.a.1 If YES, do volunteers complete any of the following EAD-related 
activities? (please check all that apply) 
à Create finding aid content 
à Encode finding aids using EAD 
 
24. Does your archive have an online presence? 
à Yes 
à No 
 
24a. If YES, do any of your volunteers have a role in this presence? 
à Yes 
à No 
 
24.a.1. If YES, do volunteers complete any of the following activities 
related to your archives’ online presence? (please check all that apply) 
à Create online content  
à Encode content (using HTML, XML, etc.) 
à Design websites 
à Update websites 
à Other (Please specify)__________________________ 
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25.  Do you have standard training procedures for your volunteers?   
à Yes  
à No 
 
25a.If YES, please describe your training procedures briefly: 
_______________________________________________________ 
  
26.  Who manages the volunteers? (please list a job title)________________________ 
 
 
Section 3: Comments 
 
All respondents answer #27 and #28.   
 
27.  Do you have any additional comments about the use of volunteers in your archive? 
 
28.  Do you have any additional comments about archival volunteers in general? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
